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REMARK? 

Claims 1-11 and 13-19 were pending and considered. Qaims 1-11 and 13-19 were 
i^'ected. In response, claims I and 15 have been amended. Accordingly, following entiy of this 
amendmentclaims 1-11 and 13-19 wiUrematnpending. Entry of this amendment, 
reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

aaims 1-1 1 and 13-1 9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, second paragraph as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
AppHcants regard as the invention. In response, claims 1 and 15 have been amended. 
Accordingly, Applicants are of the opinion that the claims as amended are definite and do 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matteriegarded as the invention. Applicants 
are further of the opinion that this amendment should be entered and Ihe rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 12, second paragraph shoxdd be removed. 

Specifically, the Examiner stated an opinion that the term "said additive being CaCOj" in 
daim 1 wasindefinitein view of the language of dependent claim 15. Inresponse, Claim 1 has 
now been amended to redte "...adding at least one additive to the fiber suspension, including at 
least CaCOa . . Claim 15 has been amraided to twite "...said step of adding at least one 
additive includes adding Ca(0H)2...". Accordingly, Applicants are of the opinionlhat claims 1 
and 15 are now consistent with each other and that the aforementioned amendmente to claims 1 
andl5 should be entered and the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph should be 
removed. Entry of the amendment and removal of the rejection are respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-11 and 13-19 havebeenrejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 4,510,020 (Green, et al.) in view if U.S. Patent 4,055,903 (Hansen et al) or U.S. 
Patent 5,810,973 (Carlsmith et al) and fteher in view of U.S. Patent 5,731.080 (Cousin et al.).The 
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Ewminer's stated reasons for the rqjecticm are the same in the previous Office Action. la 
responding to the most recent arguments submitted by Applicant, the Examiner has expressed an 
opinion that claim 1 does not distingmsh over refiners and disintegrators taught by the prior ar^ 
The Examiner states: «. . . disintegrators or refiners can be considered fluifers when operated 
under the proper conditions," 

The Examiner's suggestion that disintegrators or refiners can be considered a fluffer when 
operated under the proper conditions ignores the fact that the prior art does not teach that Ihe 
disintegrator or refiner is operated as a flufier. The clear suggestion in the prior art is that the 
disintegrator or refiner is operated as the apparatus that it is; that is, it is operated as a 
disintegrator or as a refiner, not as a fluffer. Operation in either such condition is not operating as 
a fluffer. To do so is aprocess alteration sudi Aat the process is not one of refining or 
disintegrating, and accordingly the apparatus being used is no longer a refiner or disintegmtor as 
the prior art requires. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite^..treatingthe fiber suspension and the at least one 
additive together in a flufFer operated under fiber stock suspension fluffing conditions.. It is 
respectfblly submitted that none of the references teach this step or process condition. 
Accordingly, AppUcants respcctfidly submit that the amendment to claim I should be entered and 
the claim allowed. 

The prior art cited by the Examiner does not teach treating the fiber suspension wifli an 
additive under conditions of fiber stock suspension fluffing. As explained in detail in the 
previous response and in the declaration submitted therewith, treatment ^ 
i^fining in a refiner and treatment under conditions of disintegrating in a disintegrator cause 
substantial physical changes to Ihe fibers. Applicants respectfldly submit that the amoidment to 
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claim 1 clearly redtes Applicants process as one in whidi the treatment occuts in a fli«ffer under 
fluffing conditions, M*ichis different item andnotu^^^^ 

a refiner. Thvs, the present invention provides treatment of the stodc suspension and the loading 
of an additive into the fibers of the suspension vdthout substantial changes to the physical 
chai^eristics of the fiber other than the adding of the additive thereto. Processes taught by the 

prior art which indude the use ofarefineroradisintegrator can not acWcve fiber load^ 
substantial physical changes to flie fibers in the stodc suspension. Accordingly, the present 

invention ptovidesadvautagesoverthepriorart Claim 1 clearly redtes differences between the 
present mvention and the prior art. Applicants are of flie opinion lhat the amendment to claim I 
should be entered in that it makes claim 1 allowable over the prior art. The remaining claims 
depend dther directly or indirectly fiom daim 1 and therefore include a« of the limitations 
thereof while adding lurther spedfidty to the invention redted thereia Acooidiiigiy, Applicants 
respectfiilly submit that the claims dependent fiom daim one also should be aUowed. Entry of 
the amendment and allowance of the daims are respectfully requested. 

It should fiHther be noted that the teadiing of Greene rehed on by the Examiner as the 
primary reference is contrary to and in fact the opposite of the present invention. Greene teadies 
providing the filler in a suspension and adding fibers thereto. In contr^ the pr^t invention, as 
redted in claim 1 , readies providing the fibers in a fiber stod. suspension and adding an additive 
to the fib^ in the suspension. 

It is tespect&Uy submitted that AppUcants have discovered a new fiber treating process. 
SpedficaUy, Applicants have discovered that a fluffer can be used in a fiber loading process, 
which is a process in which an additive is loaded in the fibers of a fiber suspension. Previously 
moreaggressivetreatmentsudrasbyarefinerwasbehev^tobenecessaryto^^ 
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loading. Applicants have discovered a process in which fiber loading can be achieved without 

otherwise substantially alluring die physical characteristics of the fibera. 

For the foregoing masons. Applicants submit that the pending claims are definite and do 
paxticularlypointomanddistinctlydaimlhesubjectmatterwhic^ 
invention. Moreover, AppHcams submit tlM no combination of the dted refere^^ 
disposes or suggests the subiectrnatt^ofthe amended claims. Thepen^^ 
in condition for allowance, and AppHcants respectfuUy request withdrawal of all rejections and 
allowance of the claims. 

m the event Applicants have overlooked the need for an extension of time, an additional 
extension of time, payment of fe^ or additional payment of fee, AppHcants hereby conditionally 
petition therefor and authorize that any charges be made to Deposit Account No. 20-0095. 
TAYLOR & AUST, P.C. 

Should any question concerning any of Ihe foregoing arise, the Examiner is invited to 
telephone the undersigned at (260) 897-3400. 

Respectfiilly si^Tilfitted, 

ToddT.TajdOT 
R«gistrati{m^^36,945 

^Applicant 

i ^WTOTCATR OF MAn TufiJ - 
» me US. Patent and Tiadana* Office, on : Aamsl^ . 
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TAYLOR & AUST, P.C. 
H2S. Main Street 
P.O. Box 560 
Avilla, IN 46710 
Telephone: 260-897-3400 
Facsimile: 260-897-9300 
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